Contrary to the claims of Stanovich and Purcell, Saccuzzo, Kerr, Marcus, and Brown did not claim to have demonstrated specific deficits in iconic storage in mental retardation but specifically noted that the precise nature of the input limitation could not be specified. Stanovich and Purcell's basic criticism is that Saccuzzo, Kerr, Marcus, and Brown's design does not rule out nonspecific factors that might have contributed to performance differences. Their specific criticisms of the experimental method are discussed. Some are shown to be speculative and others incorrect. Stanovich and Purcell (1981) stated that Saccuzzo, Kerr, Marcus, and Brown (1979) made a number of "claims," such as "retarded individuals have specific deficits in iconic storage duration." However, Saccuzzo et al. did not make this claim but only claimed that the data demonstrated that "two retarded samples required longer stimulus exposure durations as well as longer intervals between the test and masking stimuli. . . than both chronological and mental age control groups" (p. 344). Furthermore, Saccuzzo et al. stated that the results should be interpreted cautiously and specificially noted, "The precise nature of this input limitation, however, cannot be stated, since the CSD procedure controlled a variety of factors, including icon formation time and capacity, icon quality, and icon duration" (p. 344).
Saccuzzo et al. presented two separate analyses, each involving two factors, group and session. The first analysis found the minimum or critical stimulus duration (CSD) for criterion identification of unmasked stimuli as a function of groups and sessions. The purpose of the CSD procedure was to control input and other potentially confounding variables. The CSD was not represented as a dependent measure of iconic storage, as the critics stated. In the second analysis, possible group differences in identifying masked stimuli were evaluated under conditions in which the stimulus duration was set at the subject's CSD so that the response to masking could be evaluated independently of possible input limitations. The results thus involved more than two isolated, single task deficits.
The data suggested that the masking deficit was
Requests for reprints should be sent to Dennis P. Saccuzzo, Psychology Clinic, San Diego State University, San Diego, California 92182. independent of input; however, the large but reliable group CSD differences still had to be explained. Saccuzzo et al. interpreted the CSD findings in terms of supporting "a deficiency in mental retardation at the level of processing encompassed by Neisser's concept of iconic storage" (p. 344). Iconic storage is a hypothetical construct whose precise nature is unclear (Coltheart, 1980) . Saccuzzo et al. therefore emphasized the more general notion of "input capabilities."
In their second paragraph the critics talked about the variety of equivocal retarded-chronological age control differences, but Saccuzzo et al. also found a retarded-mental age control difference, which is far less common. Then the critics erroneously asserted that the design of the Saccuzzo et al. study precluded an interaction effect. Central to their argument was the possibility that observed differences may have been due to possible differences in the ability to extract target information from fragments or global features.
Ironically, one purpose of the Saccuzzo et al. (1979) study was to evaluate possible differences between retarded and nonretarded persons in their ability to extract target information from fragments and global features, or as Neisser (1967) would say, "preattentive filtering" capabilities. Theoretically, had Saccuzzo et al. found a Group X Session interaction in the critical interstimulus interval (ISI C ) experiment, this interaction would have provided support for the very hypothesis the critics claimed might better explain the findings (Saccuzzo & Braff, 1981; Saccuzzo, Hirt, & Spencer, 1974) . To be conservative, Saccuzzo et al. did not report an interaction that was found before the scores were transformed. The critics claimed that differential variability was a problem, but this was dealt with by the transformation. The analysis of untransformed scores for the ISI C data found a significant Group X Session interaction, F(8, 70) = 2.77, p < .05. Thus, the critics were correct in stating that differences in the ability to extract fragments may have played a role in the results but based on the logic of using a nil finding as direct evidence, as they do when citing Hornstein and Mosley (1979) , they should have ruled out their own alternative hypothesis. Furthermore, Saccuzzo et al.'s design could have accomplished exactly the same purpose as an interaction paradigm. The ISI C can reasonably be viewed as a manipulated variable by treating frequency of identification as the dependent variable. However, Saccuzzo et al. were primarily concerned with a possible Groups X Sessions interaction, as in Saccuzzo and Miller (1977) .
The critics' arguments hinge on a failure of Hornstein and Mosley to achieve a significant interaction. Even if Stanovich (1977) is correct, however, it seems questionable to rule out positive findings based on a nil finding. What does the failure to achieve a significant finding demonstrate in a study with "methodological difficulties" (p. 170)? Hornstein and Mosley may have failed to achieve a significant interaction due to limitations of their methodology in making fine group discriminations. Their use of the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (PPVT) to discriminate among levels of retardation is questionable (Condit, Lewandowski, & Saccuzzo, 1976) . Furthermore, as Galbraith and Gliddon (1972) and Miller, Saccuzzo, & Braff (1979) have shown, a pattern overlapping mask is far more discriminating than the procedure employed by Hornstein and Mosley. Whereas Saccuzzo et al. obtained a positive finding, Stanovich and Purcell speculated about possible alternative explanations, yet they accepted conclusions based on Hornstein and Mosley's failure to find a significant result.
Relying on a two-factor theory of visual masking (Spencer & Shuntich, 1970) , the critics claimed that i/Turvey (1973) applies, then the mechanism of masking may have changed from integration to interruption differentially across groups. Eriksen and Schulz (1978) , however, rejected the two-factor theory as the most parsimonious interpretation of masking effects in an article the critics cited. All masking effects may be due to integration; the mechanisms underlying visual masking are still unclear (Felsten & Wasserman, 1980) , Equalizing target and mask energy was one reasonable approach in this relatively new area of group visual masking comparisons. Although a constant mask duration for all subjects might have been more clear cut, such a procedure might also have washed out subtle group differences.
The critics lament the decision of Saccuzzo et al. to use letters as stimuli. Once some threshold of letter recognition is reached, however, additional "familiarity" may have no effect on performance. In addition, the retarded persons in the Saccuzzo et al. study were adults who perhaps had even more experience with letters than the young (7-9 years old) mental age controls. A recent study by Mosley (1980) , furthermore, in which both familiar letters and Chinese characters were used, indicated that familiarity does not, in fact, increase retarded-nonretarded differences nearly as much as unfamiliarity. Mosley's (1980) empirical data are contrary to Stanovich and Purcell's speculations, since these data indicated that differential familiarity does not necessarily contribute to retarded-nonretarded performance differences. Another inappropriate charge can be found in that the critics insisted that all extraneous variables should be controlled but went on to state that this is "obviously impossible to achieve" (Stanovich & Purcell, 1981, p. 169) . In sum, Stanovich and Purcell's arguments were generally based on speculations, which recent empirical data actually contradict. Using a nil finding in a study with methodological difficulties to contradict the positive findings of several other studies is questionable. The poor CSD performance of the retarded subjects may have been due to input limitations, but as Saccuzzo et al. noted, the issue can only be resolved by a marshalling of empirical evidence. No single study can reasonably be expected to cover every possibility.
